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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This action is in response to the communication filed on March 9, 2006. 

2. Claims 1-3 and 5-23 are pending in this action. Claims 1, 15, 18 and 21 are 
amended. 

3. The applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3 and 5-23 have been fully 
considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive. For examiner's response to the 
applicant's arguments or comments, see the detailed discussion in the Response to the 
Arguments section. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-3, 5, 7-13 and 15-23 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Woods et al. (US 6,510,417), in view of Kanevsky et al. (US 
5,774,525). 

As per claim 1, Woods teaches, "a system comprising": 

"a user" (col. 6, lines 39-40); 

"a module to identify the user" (col. 6, lines 59-60); 
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"a voice user interface to facilitate communications between the user and the 
system" (col. 6, lines 39-40); 

"a database to store contextual information pertaining to the user" (col. 13, lines 
1-2); and 

"the system to use user-specific contextual information to dynamically change the 
voice user interface, wherein the voice user interface alters navigational options through 
the voice user interface that are presented to the user based upon environmental 
information at the location of the user" (col. 24, line 30 to col. 25, line 65). 

Woods does not explicitly teaches, "altering the security characteristics 
presented to the user by the voice user interface based upon the environment 
information at the location of the user". However, Kanevsky teaches, "altering the 
security characteristics presented to the user by the voice user interface based upon the 
environment information at the location of the user" (col. 6, lines 48-59 and col. 9, lines 
8-25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use Kanevsky's teaching of altering security characteristics presented 
to the user based up on the environmental information at the location, in the invention of 
Woods because Kanevsky teaches to protect against eavesdroppers gain access to the 
service or facility (col. 2, lines 24-26). 

As per claim 2, Woods teaches, "an identity of the user and current location of 
the user" (col. 24, line 30 to col. 25, line 65). 
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As per claim 3, Woods teaches, "wherein the user-specific contextual information 
comprises: an identity of the user; and a current task of the user" (col. 24, line 30 to col. 
25, line 65). 

As per claim 5, Woods teaches, "wherein the environmental information 
comprises channel characteristic of a communication device that the user uses to 
communicate between the user and the system" (col. 13, lines 17-29). 

As per claim 7, Woods teaches, "a computer program to dynamically generate 
the ordered delivery of heterogeneous information to the user" (col. 5, lines 45-58). 

As per claim 8, Woods teaches, "wherein the ordered delivery of heterogeneous 
information is organized based upon the user-specific contextual information" (col. 6, 
lines 59-67). 

As per claim 9, Woods teaches, "wherein the ordered delivery of heterogeneous 
information is organized based upon environmental information" (col. 13, lines 17-39). 

As per claim 10, Woods teaches, "wherein the ordered delivery of heterogeneous 
information is organized based upon the sensitivity of the information being delivered to 
the user" (col. 33, lines 32-58). 

As per claim 11, Woods teaches, "a telephony interface device capable of 
communicating to the user in a human voice" (col. 6, lines 39-40). 

As per claim 12, Woods teaches, "a module to generate a grammar file to 
enhance the ability of the system to comprehend communications between the user and 
the system" (col. 9, lines 38-52). 
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As per claim 13, Woods teaches, "wherein the environmental information is 
communicated to the system by the user" (col. 25, lines 15-18). 
As claim 15, Woods teaches, "a method comprising": 

"using user-specific contextual information to change a voice user interface and 
using environmental information to change the voice user interface" (col. 24, line 30 to 
col. 25, line 65); and 

Woods does not explicitly teaches, "altering the security characteristics 
presented to the user by the voice user interface based upon the environment 
information at the location of the user". However, Kanevsky teaches, "altering the 
security characteristics presented to the user by the voice user interface based upon the 
environment information at the location of the user" (col. 6, lines 48-59 and col. 9, lines 
8-25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to use Kanevsky's teaching of altering security characteristics presented 
to the user based up on the environmental information at the location, in the invention of 
Woods because Kanevsky teaches to protect against eavesdroppers gain access to the 
service or facility (col. 2, lines 24-26). 

As per claims 18 and 21 , they are interpreted and thus rejected for the same 
reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 15. 

As per claims 16,19 and 22< Woods teaches, "generating the ordered delivery of 
heterogeneous information to the user based upon the user-specific contextual 
information" (col. 6, lines 59-67). 
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As per claims 17, 20 and 23, Woods teaches, "generating the ordered delivery of 
heterogeneous information to the user based upon environmental information" (col. 13, 
lines 17-39). 

6. Claims 6 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Woods et al. (US 6,510,417) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Goldberg et al. (US 5,970,446). 

Woods does not explicitly teach environmental information is determined by the 
audio scene information at the location. However, Goldberg teaches environmental 
information is determined by the audio scene information at the location (Fig. 4). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use Goldberg's teaching of determining environmental information in the 
invention of Woods because Goldberg teaches his invention provide a highest percent 
of correct speech recognition by selecting the correct model using audio scene 
information of the location (col. 5, lines 1-6). 

Response to Arguments 

7. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
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the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, motivation found 
in the Kanevsky reference. 

8. In response to applicant's argument that Kanevsky is nonanalogous art, it has 
been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, 
if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant 
was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed 
invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this 
case, Kanevsky solve a particular problem of security level. 

9. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 
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